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DAVID SUNDSTROM 

P-12-1 
This comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-12-2 
This comment is introductory and summarizes general observations about the Draft EIR. The 
comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis 
therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-12-3 
The comment characterizes the project site as “Willow Springs” and offers an opinion regarding the 
potential of the site to be used for wetlands restoration and other uses. The comment opposes the 
extensive grading that would be required to implement the Proposed Project, as well as the removal of 
riparian habitat. The comment states that there is “acreage” that is wetlands in character. Wetlands 
delineation was prepared in accordance with the criteria of the Army Corps of Engineers and is 
included in the Draft EIR.  
 
As stated on page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR, the site receives runoff from 207 upstream acres. As stated 
on page 4.4-23 of the Draft EIR, the impervious area of the site would increase by 5 percent with 
implementation of the project, assuming that pervious pavement was not used. As stated on page 
4.4-1 of the Draft EIR, the existing runoff drains to the 54-inch storm drain. This storm drain would 
not be changed (page 4.4-23).  
 
P-12-4 
The comment supports naturalizing the watershed on site with minimal changes to the existing 
topography. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of 
their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The opinion expressed in the comment is more 
aligned with the cultural/nature park alternative or a hybrid version of natural and active park, than it 
is with the Proposed Project, which would involve grading and developing the site with several active 
uses including a Sports Park, youth golf center, and an office building. This comment does not 
contain any substantive statement or questions about the Draft EIR, and no further response is 
necessary. 
 
P-12-5 
The comment supports wider public parkways along the perimeter streets. The proposed parkways are 
consistent with City standards and are appropriate in an area that is not now, and is not expected to be 
in the future, characterized by a large number of pedestrians. The area surrounding the Sports Park 
site is primarily industrial and heavy business uses. The exception are the cemeteries located south of 
the site with frontage on Willow Street. The project site does not have frontage on Willow Street and 
will not change the existing parkway configuration on Willow Street. The planting of street trees will 
be undertaken with the review and approval of the Department of Public Works. 
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P-12-6 
The comment affirms the information in the Draft EIR summarizing that the existing topographic 
conditions of the site are the result of significant ground disturbance and earth movement over many 
decades. The comment further notes that there are similarities between the existing and historic 
topography of the site. The author supports use of the site that would minimize grading and earth 
movement. This comment will be made available to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
P-12-7 
Costs related to implementation and operation of the Proposed Project are not germane to the subject 
environmental analysis. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the 
environment pursuant to Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines further specifies that the economic and social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment. No further response to comments regarding costs are 
warranted.  
 
The commentor echoes earlier comments and opinions regarding the future use of the site. Please see 
Responses to Comments P-12-4, P-12-6, and P-12-8. 
 
P-12-8 
The comment asserts that a combination passive and active park project would be more likely to 
attract public funding than the Proposed Project. This opinion will be made available for 
consideration by the decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. 
The comment further states that a pay-for-play Sports Park would not be eligible for future public 
funding. Other commercial Sports Park projects in Southern California have been implemented as 
joint public/private partnerships. The City is currently in the process of identifying a wide range of 
potential funding sources and does not concur with the commentor’s allegation that the project would 
not be eligible for future public funding. 
 
P-12-9 
Costs related to implementation and operation of the Proposed Project are not germane to the subject 
environmental analysis. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the 
environment pursuant to Section 15358(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines further specifies that economic and social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment. The general discussion of funding provided in 
Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, is linked to physical improvements (e.g., traffic and infrastructure 
improvements) that would be required as part of any Proposed Project on site. No further response to 
comments regarding costs is warranted.  
 
P-12-10 
The Proposed Project does not attempt to reduce or excuse the need for surface easements that 
provide maintenance and emergency access to operating oil wells. The master plan for the Proposed 
Project is specifically designed to meet many objectives, including access to the wells. 
 
P-12-11 
This comment summarizes comments made above and restates the author’s opinion regarding the 
future use of the site. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as 
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part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any 
substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 




